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ABSTRACT
Disparities in academic and social outcomes for ethnically diverse students in educational
settings has been identified in the literature as the achievement gap. This study examined the
impact of teacher training interventions on establishing equity in teacher implementation of a
common positive behavior classroom support strategy, behavior-specific praise in four
elementary classrooms. Teacher self-monitoring and written performance feedback were used to
facilitate teachers to improve classroom practices by establishing proportionate praise and
discipline practices across racially diverse students. A multiple-baseline across participants
design was used to evaluate the impact of self-monitoring and written performance feedback
with and without equity-focused procedures on teacher delivery of behavior-specific praise and
reprimands and their perception of student classroom behavior. Results indicated that the typical
self-monitoring and written performance feedback were effective in increasing the participating
teachers’ overall rates of delivering behavior-specific praise and reducing reprimands; however,
substantial disparities in praise delivery were observed between demographic groups across all
four teachers. Additional feedback regarding equity was necessary for reducing disparities in
teacher behavior between demographic groups. The results also indicated that teacher perception
of student classroom behavior improved, demonstrating decreased levels of disruptive student
behavior and increased levels of respect and student engagement across all participants.
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CHAPTER ONE:
INTRODUCTION
Each day throughout the United States, students from diverse racial and ethnic
backgrounds arrive at school in pursuit of their right to a free and equal public education.
However, despite this constitutional right, disparities in educational outcomes persist and
students of color receive different levels of academic and behavioral support than their White
peers (Bal, 2016). Federal mandates such as the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001 and
its replacement, the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) of 2015, have been created to safeguard
equity in education, but have had limited progress in ensuring the success of all students
(McGuinn, 2016). Due to the flourishing diversification of the United States, and the expanding
immigrant refugee populations, the need for an educational system that provides all students with
equal access to success in school is imperative.
According to the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), more than 50% of the
students in public schools in the United States are of color, and for the first time in American
history, White students are the minority (Musu-Gillette et al., 2016). Statistics indicate that
students of color are more likely to receive Office Discipline Referrals (ODRs), out-of-school
suspension, and drop-out or be expelled from school than their White peers (Bal, 2016; U.S.
Department of Education, 2016). In addition, they are more likely to be punished for subjective
reasons such as disrespect, calling out, or speaking in a volume above conversation level than
their White peers. (Reno, Friend, Caruthers & Smith, 2018). Skiba, Michael, Nardo and Peterson
(2002) reported that students of color are 2 or 3 times more likely to be expelled or suspended
1

than their White peers, which perpetuates racial segregation and establishes disparate access to
the general education system and academic success (Smolkowski, Girvan, McIntosh, Nese, &
Horner, 2018; Smolkowski, Girvan, Gion & McIntosh, 2017).
Researchers have identified a correlation among the use of exclusionary discipline
practices and academic failure, drop-out rates, and children being misidentified as having
learning disabilities (Vincent, Sprague & Tobin, 2012). This correlation represents the everpresent racial divide in U.S. public schools and the achievement gap that exists between students
of color and their White peers. These findings indicate a pertinent need to reduce the use of
exclusionary discipline in the public-school system. Despite these concerns, there is limited
empirical research dedicated to bridging the achievement gap and addressing interventions to
reduce disproportionality in public-schools.
Schoolwide Positive Behavioral Intervention and Supports (SWPBIS)
Although the impact of racism and privilege in schools is well documented through
statistical reports and research, members of society struggle to identify a solution. One of the
most well-documented approaches for dismantling the achievement gap in public schools across
the United States is Positive Behavioral Interventions and Support (PBIS). The Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA; 2004) has identified PBIS as the gold standard for addressing
behavioral concerns for students at the individual level. In an effort to promote a system level
approach, researchers have developed SWPBIS as a multi-tiered system for preventing problem
behavior (Sugai & Horner, 2006) and reducing discipline practices in schools (Bradshaw,
Mitchell, & Leaf, 2010). The goals of SWPBIS are to facilitate educational success by providing
students with school-wide behavioral expectations, consistent reinforcement of expected
behaviors, consistent consequences for inappropriate behaviors, and empirically supported data2

based decision making to facilitate changes in behavior.
Although data from recent reports indicate that SWPBIS is effective in reducing problem
behavior and providing effective behavioral supports in public schools, due to a lack of
demographic reporting in the literature, there remain questions as to whether SWPBIS as it
currently stands is equally effective across racially and ethnically diverse students. Reno and
colleagues (2018) examined the relationship between Tier 2 interventions and student outcomes
in a racially diverse public-school setting where the tiered system approach of SWPBIS was
implemented. Results from their study indicated that Tier 2 interventions might not be effective
in increasing academic achievement for students of color when cultural synchronization had not
been established between teachers and students.
The SWPBIS stresses the importance of contextual fitness and the need for interventions
to meet the cultural needs of students for maximized success in school. However, as stated by
Kauffman, Conroy, Gardner III, and Oswald (2008), many studies published in the behavioral
literature do not report details regarding ethnic identities or cultural discrepancies. Researchers
have evaluated the effectiveness of SWPBIS among diverse populations but have thus far failed
to disaggregate the data by demographics. Therefore, we are unable to determine whether
SWPBIS is equally effective amongst all students or just some subsets of the general population.
Although more than 20,000 PreK-12 schools across the United States are implementing
SWPBIS, scholars have yet to address racial disparities in student outcomes (Bal, 2016).
Developing culturally responsive practices is crucial for the successful dissemination of
SWPBIS at each tier of interventions and supports across diverse populations and for structuring
learning opportunities equally (Bal, 2018). Harris-Murri, King, and Rostenberg (2006) argued
that if the multi-tiered system of supports model failed to promote culturally responsive
3

behavioral and instructional supports and interventions, culturally and linguistically diverse
students with behavior problems would still be at risk of being misunderstood as having
disorders; this misunderstanding could result in disproportionate minority representation in the
emotional disturbance category. Researchers have begun working to adapt behavioral
interventions to meet the needs of ethnically diverse individuals (Moreno, Wong-Lo, Short, &
Bullock, 2014). Yet, the majority of the studies claiming to be culturally responsive have
evaluated minor adaptations such as therapist-client ethnic match or culturally responsive social
skills (Lo, Correa, & Anderson, 2015); few studies have addressed systematic issues such as
institutionalized racism and family cultural values (Cartledge & Kourea, 2008).
Banks and Obiakor (2015) suggested that to augment SWPBIS with culturally responsive
practices and to address issues of inequality, family and student cultural practices must be
represented and incorporated when developing school-wide expectations and behavioral norms,
lessons, and reinforcement systems. Banks and Obiakor also suggested that it would be
necessary to disaggregate behavioral data by ethnicity, socio economic status, and disability
subgroups to examine potential disproportionality in ODRs and to ensure that the SWPBIS
benefit all student groups.
Classroom Behavior Support
In implementing SWPBIS, researchers and school personnel have recognized the
importance of classroom behavior support due to the fact that classroom teachers are the primary
persons who interact with students in school and are charged with the responsibility of providing
instructions during classroom routines and activities (Anderson & Borgmeier, 2010). It is
suggested that classroom behavior support systems be linked to school-wide systems to
maximize the effectiveness of behavior support at the classroom level. Researchers suggest that
4

effective classroom supports can be developed through direct observation of classroom routines
and teacher consultation with trained coaches. Collaboration of stakeholders is a key component
for designing sustainable class-wide interventions (Stormont & Reinke, 2012).
Researchers have suggested the use of the term, positive classroom behavior support
(PCBS) when behavior support is implemented at the classroom level within SWPBIS (SwainBradway et al., 2017). SWPBIS at the classroom level requires explicit instruction of skills,
prompts for appropriate behavior, and frequent feedback to students (Anderson & Borgmeier,
2010). Of these procedures, positive feedback should be given at predetermined times to ensure
students are receiving feedback regularly or to ensure given feedback that is contingent upon
performance of target behaviors would increase successful independent performance of the skills
(Cavanaugh, 2013).
Unfortunately, due to the lack of diversity in student participants and limited
demographic reporting in SWPBIS literature, it is not clear whether current classroom practices
are equally effective in promoting successful outcomes for all students (Bal, 2015). Although a
plethora of research indicates the effects of disproportionate discipline in classrooms on
widening the achievement gap, disproportionate praise and reinforcement procedures have been
less scrutinized. In order to address the achievement gap, educators must commit to developing
strategies for not only an equitable decrease of discipline practices but an equitable increase of
praise and reinforcement as well.
Behavior-specific praise. Researchers have attempted to decrease teachers’ use of
discipline practices or harsh and punitive responding towards students by increasing the teachers’
use of praise and reinforcement in the classroom. Martin, Mrachko, and Kostewicz (2017)
reported that increasing praise statements and decreasing negative statements in the classroom
5

were effective in increasing academic engagement and on-task behavior among students. In
addition to their study, there are a wide array of studies that indicate the positive effects of
behavior-specific praise on increasing student engagement and academic achievement (e.g.,
Perle, 2016). Moreover, behavior-specific praise has been identified as a feasible and economical
way to reinforce student behavior in the classroom (e.g., Simonsen, Fairbanks, Briesch, Myers,
& Sugai, 2008).
Therefore, several researchers focused their studies on increasing the ratio of behavior
specific praise to corrective or punitive responding (e.g., Myers, Simonsen, & Sugai, 2011;
Thompson, Marchant, Anderson, Prater, & Gibb, 2012). For example, Pisacreta, Tincani,
Connell, and Axelrod (2011) trained teachers to increase their ratio of behavior specific praise to
corrective feedback to 1:1. The authors reported that modification of teacher training procedures
to incorporate modeling and feedback was sufficient to increase the ratio to 1:1 and that student
disruptive behavior decreased with the ratio change.
Additionally, Thompson and colleagues (2012) conducted a study to increase teachers’
use of behavior-specific praise by using a response to intervention (RtI) approach, consisting of
three phases: teacher training, video self-monitoring, and video self-monitoring with
performance feedback. The researchers determined mastery criteria for praise delivery by
designating a 50% increase from individual baseline levels rather than a pre-determined praise
rate due to limited research indicating a standard rate of praise for optimal effectiveness at the
time of their study. Results of the study indicated that teacher training and video self-monitoring
alone did not lead to positive outcomes for increasing teachers’ use of behavior-specific praise.
However, when performance feedback was delivered by the researcher, behavior-specific praise
rates increased substantially, and teacher participants reported gaining awareness of delivering
6

higher rates of praise to one side of the class than the other. These findings provide important
implications for future research regarding the use of performance feedback in addition to selfmonitoring, to increase teacher awareness of equitable praise delivery amongst students in their
class.
Kranak, Alber-Morgan, and Sawyer (2017) conducted further research to determine the
optimal behavior-specific praise rate for increasing student on-task behavior in elementary
school classrooms. Findings from this study indicate that a rate of 4 or more behavior specific
praise statements per minute may promote proactive and effective classroom management but
individual differences should be examined to determine optimal praise for student success.
Furthermore, the authors recommended the use of a self-monitoring system to promote fidelity
and sustainability of teacher praise delivery.
Self-monitoring. In a literature review on self-monitoring, Rispoli and colleagues (2017)
found self-monitoring to be a multifaceted intervention effective for supporting and training
teachers. Although Rispoli and colleagues reported limitations on current teacher self-monitoring
research, including lack of reporting on student outcomes and maintenance effects, the literature
on teacher self-monitoring thus far has produced promising results for improving classroom
management practices and teacher behaviors (Oliver, Wehby, & Nelson, 2015).
For example, researchers have used self-monitoring for teachers to increase behaviorspecific praise statements (Kalis, Vannest, & Parker, 2007; Simonsen, MacSuga, Fallon, &
Sugai, 2013) and to improve fidelity of implementing behavior interventions (Mouzakitis,
Codding, & Tryon, 2015; Reinke, Lewis-Palmer, & Merrell, 2008). Simonsen et al. (2013)
examined the effects of three self-monitoring methods (tally, rate, and count) on behaviorspecific praise delivery for five middle-school teachers. Results of this study indicated that tally
7

and count methods produced the highest rates of behavior-specific praise and fidelity of
implementation. Teachers reported feasibility and preference for using a counting device (e.g.,
clicker) over hand-written tally marks. Future studies may benefit from utilizing counting
devices for teacher self-monitoring interventions to establish rapport with teachers and maintain
implementation.
While self-monitoring has been identified in behavioral literature as a promising
approach for training teachers to improve classroom practices, there is a limited body of
literature that indicates the effects of self-monitoring on sustaining teacher use of behavior
interventions and its outcomes for students across various demographic populations. Although
the current literature clearly indicates the benefits of teacher self-monitoring on implementation
of interventions or use of specific behavioral strategies to improve student outcomes, questions
remain as to whether or not these student outcomes are proportionate across demographics
(Rispoli et al., 2017).
Performance feedback. Studies on self-monitoring with teachers have often
implemented the intervention with performance feedback (Bechtel, McGee, Huitema, &
Dickinson, 2015; Briere, Simonsen, Sugai, & Myers, 2015; Reinke et al., 2008). As a class-wide
consultation model, Reinke et al. (2008) used the Classroom Check-Up (CCU) that included
teacher self-monitoring and performance feedback as important components of the consultation
model. The authors demonstrated that self-monitoring alone was not sufficient to increase
teacher use of behavior specific praise and decrease reprimands. Performance feedback typically
involves directly observing the teacher, collecting data on performance, reviewing the data with
the teacher, and providing positive and corrective feedback on performance (Bechtel, McGee,
Huitema, & Dickinson, 2015). Briere, Simonsen, Sugai, and Myers (2015) used a consultation
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package with three teachers and corresponding mentors, which included teacher self-monitoring
and performance feedback and which was found to be effective in increasing teachers’ praise
delivery. In baseline, participants engaged in low rates of specific praise, hovering just above
zero. Any potential participant who engaged in six praise statements or more during a 15-min
observation period was excluded from the study. During the intervention phase, all participants’
rates of specific praise increased immediately when the consultation package that included selfmonitoring and performance feedback was introduced. However, due to a lack of reporting on
demographic data, it is not known whether praise rates increased equitably across all students.
Current Study
As discussed above, the previous literature on teacher behavior-specific praise has failed
to provide information concerning its’ effectiveness across racially diverse students.
Furthermore, the literature has yet to determine whether using a package intervention involving
self-monitoring with performance feedback will increase teachers’ delivery of equitable praise to
students, or whether disparities in praise delivery will persist alongside disparities in discipline
practices. Despite the evident achievement gap, there has been limited research focused on
methods for promoting equity in academic and social outcomes across racially diverse students.
Utilizing behavioral interventions that lack evidence for success across demographics may
perpetuate the achievement gap. Therefore, the primary purpose of this study was to examine the
impact of equity-focused teacher self-monitoring and performance feedback on establishing
proportionate praise and discipline practices across racially diverse students in public elementary
school classrooms. The following research questions were addressed in the study:
(a) To what extent will self-monitoring with typical performance feedback increase
teachers’ use of behavior-specific praise during instructional activities?
9

(b) Will self-monitoring with equity-focused performance feedback further enhance
teacher outcomes, ensuring teachers give proportionate behavior-specific praise to
diverse students?
(c) Will proportionate increase of behavior-specific praise subsequently decrease
reprimands equitably across diverse students?

10

CHAPTER 2:
METHOD
Participants
Four elementary school teachers, who provided academic instruction for students in
grades K-5 in inclusive general education classrooms participated in the study. Each teacher
participant expressed having difficulty managing their classroom during instructional time
periods due to students engaging in disruptive behavior. Teacher participants utilized classroom
management strategies such as token systems, color charts, and group contingencies; however,
they expressed difficulty with providing praise to individual students. Teacher participants met
the following inclusion criteria: (a) delivered less than one behavior-specific praise statement per
min to their students during academic time periods, which was confirmed through one 30 min
direct observation of the classroom; (b) had little or no previous experience using selfmonitoring procedures to improve instructional practices; and (c) were willing to receive written
performance feedback at the end of each intervention session. Teachers with a class composition
of less than three Black students were excluded from the study to ensure diversity of classroom
populations.
All four participants were White Caucasian female teachers, teaching in general
education classrooms. Teacher 1 held a dual master’s degree in special education and curriculum
writing and had been teaching for 20 years. Her 5th-grade classroom consisted of 20 students
(White = 50%, Black = 20%, Latinx = 20%, and Other = 10%). Teacher 2 was a 1st-year teacher
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with a bachelor’s degree in sociology. She taught a 4th-grade classroom with 22 students (White
= 59.1%, Black = 18.2%, Latinx = 18.2%, and Other = 4.5%). Teacher 3 had 16 years of
experience teaching in elementary education and early childhood and held a bachelor’s degree.
Her 4th-grade classroom consisted of 23 students (White = 43.5%, Black = 34.8%, Latinx =
21.7%, and Other = 9.5%). Lastly, Teacher 4 had 14 years of teaching experience and held a
bachelor’s degree in social justice, a master’s degree in criminal justice and a second master’s
degree in special education. Her 1st-grade classroom had 21 students (White = 52.3%, Black =
19.1%, Latinx = 19.1%, and Other = 9.5%).
Setting
The study took place in a public elementary school classroom environment in a suburban
South Eastern United States high-need school district where 42.2% of the students were
receiving free or reduced priced lunch and 17.2% were receiving exceptional student education
services. The school served a total of 686 students (White = 50.3%, Black = 9.5%, Latinx =
24.6%, American Indian = 1.0, Asian = 6.1%, Multi-Race = 7.9%, and Pacific Islander = 0.6%)
grades PK-5 and had been implementing SWPBIS for three years.
Baseline and intervention sessions occurred during targeted instructional time periods
identified by each individual teacher participant. The target academic time period chosen by
Teacher 1 was Language Arts, which included both whole group instruction, center activities,
and writing worksheets. The target academic time period chosen by Teacher 2 was Social
Studies, which included whole group instruction, worksheets, student presentations, and centers.
The target academic time period chosen by Teacher 3 was Mathematics, which included whole
group instruction, timed arithmetic exercises, and paper-based assessments. The target academic
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time period for Teacher 4 was English and Language Arts, which included whole group
instruction, individual reading time, and phonics worksheets.
Measurement
The primary dependent measures were teachers’ use of behavior-specific praise and
reprimands during targeted instructional periods. Behavior-specific praise was defined as any
positive verbal statement directed towards an individual student providing approval of behavior
and specific feedback for engagement in targeted instructional activities (Pisacreta, et al., 2011).
Examples of behavior-specific praise included “Billy, nice job, sharing markers with your
friend” or “Johna, I love how hard you’re working on your math worksheet.” Reprimands were
defined as any negative verbal statement directed towards an individual student providing
disapproval of behavior or feedback on disengagement in targeted instructional activities.
Examples of reprimands included, “Billy, stop calling out in class!” or “Johna, stop talking to
Billy and get to work!”
Teachers’ behavior-specific praise and reprimands were scored using a frequency within
1-min intervals recording procedure to measure the number of behavior-specific praise and
reprimands delivered during an instructional time period and to accurately assess interobserver
agreement of the frequency data. The frequency was converted to rate per student based on the
number of students present each day. The data were disaggregated by four demographic
categories (a) White, (b) Black, (c) Latinx, and (d) Other (Appendix A). Individuals in the Other
category consisted of students from Asian, Pacific Islander, American Indian, or Alaska Native
backgrounds. Prior to collecting baseline data, class lists depicting student demographic
information were reviewed by the researcher, vice principal, and district behavior analyst. All
class lists were redacted to protect student confidentiality by excluding identifiable information
13

such as names or student ID numbers. Students were disaggregated into demographic categories
based on a visual observation of the classroom and verbal report from school staff. In addition,
teachers were asked to provide the number of students in each demographic group during the
initial interview. For the purpose of providing equity focused performance feedback to teachers
in the second intervention phase, the researcher recorded a tally next to individual student names
on a separate data sheet in addition to marking each instance of the target teacher behaviors on a
demographically disaggregated data sheet. At the beginning of each session, the researcher
visually inspected the classroom to identify the students present in each demographic category
and confirmed by asking the teacher if anyone in the class was absent that day. Data collection
took place 2-5 times per week during 45-min target academic time periods.
Daily behavior rating (DBR) scale. An adapted direct behavior rating scale was used to
assess teachers’ daily, overall perception of class wide problem behavior (Miller, Patwa, &
Chafoueas, 2014). The DBR consisted of three items, including classwide academic engagement,
disruptive, and respectful behavior and was completed at the conclusion of each observation
session. Teacher participants were asked to mark on a 0-10 number line (representing 0%100%), the percentage of total time they perceived their students to be academically engaged,
disruptive, and respectful during the 45-min targeted instructional time period. The DBR
completion took approximately 30 seconds.
Teacher implementation fidelity. One yes/no checklist consisting of four items was
used to assess teacher’s adherence to the procedures during both intervention phases (Appendix
B). Both adherence and quality of implementation were assessed by indicating whether the
teacher implemented each intervention step and whether the intervention step was implemented
accurately, resulting in the highest possible implementation fidelity score of 8. The total score
14

was converted to percentage by dividing the total scores earned by the total scores possible. For
Teacher 1, the average level of fidelity was 90% (range = 63-100%) in phase 1 and 100% in all
sessions of phase 2. Teacher 2 averaged 92.5% (range = 87.5-100%) in phase 1 and 98.2%
(range = 87.5-100%) in phase 2. Teacher 3 averaged 98.2% (range = 87.5-100%) in phase 1 and
100% in all sessions of phase 2. Teacher 4 averaged 75% (range = 62.5-87.5%) in phase 1 and
83.3% (range = 62.5-87.5%) in phase 2. Although reprimanding decreased significantly, across
phases, Teacher 4 consistently implemented the third step (ignore student off-task behavior) with
diminished accuracy. Although she tried to ignore individual students’ off-task behavior, she
began providing attention to student off-task behavior and disengagement by delivering group
and class wide reprimands, rather than to individual students. The importance of ignoring student
off-task behavior was consistently provided through written performance feedback; however,
this particular teacher was unable to ignore student off-task behavior.
In addition to teachers’ implementation fidelity, the researcher’s procedural integrity in
delivering written performance feedback was assessed by a research assistant for an average of
40.5% of all intervention sessions across phases and teachers. Redacted screenshots of written
performance feedback notes were randomly selected and adherence to performance feedback
steps (Appendix C) was used to measure percentage of steps completed. Procedural integrity data
indicated that performance feedback was delivered with high integrity in both intervention
phases with 100% in all reviewed sessions.
Social validity. Social validity of the intervention procedures was assessed using an
adapted Intervention Rating Profile-15 (Appendix E; IR-15; Martens, Witt, Elliott, & Darveaux,
1985). In this rating scale, two dimensions of social validity were assessed: (a) acceptability of
intervention procedures and (b) acceptability intervention outcomes, on a 10-item, 6-point
15

Likert-type scale. The researcher adapted the original scale to reflect self-monitoring and
performance feedback procedures. The social validity was assessed at 3 points in time: (1)
immediately following the teacher training and prior to beginning the first session of phase 1 of
intervention to assess perceived acceptability of self-monitoring and performance feedback
procedures and perceived potential outcomes of the procedures; (2) at the end of phase 1 of
intervention to assess acceptability of the teacher training intervention using self-monitoring and
performance feedback and its outcomes for students; and (3) at the end of phase 2 of intervention
to assess acceptability of equity-focused self-monitoring and performance feedback procedures
and student outcomes. The wording of the assessment was modified during each phase to fit the
proper tense of the phase. Each assessment took approximately 5 min to complete for a total of
15-min throughout the study.
Interobserver agreement (IOA). The researcher served as the primary observer for
direct observations of teacher behaviors, and four research assistants who were graduate students
in the Applied Behavior Analysis program and who were individually trained on data collection
procedures, served as secondary observers. Frequency of the target teacher behaviors were
recorded using a frequency within 1-min intervals recording procedure disaggregated by four
demographic groups. During observer training, each of the four demographic categories were
assigned a number, which provided a discrete way for the research assistants to communicate
with the researcher about student demographics. At the beginning of each observation session,
the researcher and research assistant used the numeric codes to communicate gesturally about
student demographics and visually inspected the classroom to confirm how many students in
each demographic category were present that day.
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Table 1. Percentage Assessed, Average, and Ranges of IOA across Phases and Participants
M (Range)
Phase 1

Phase 2

25
98 (98)
98 (98)

40
97 (97-97)
96.5 (96-97)

37.5
96.3 (92-99)
96.3 (92-99)

%
Praise
Reprimands
Teacher 3

33
98.5 (97-100)
99.5 (100-99)

40
98.6 (99-98)
99 (98-100)

25
100 (100-100)
99.5 (99-100)

%
Praise
Reprimands
Teacher 4
%
Praise
Reprimands

50
96.8 (95-98)
98.3 (98-99)

42.8
99 (98-100)
97.3 (95-99)

42.8
100 (100-100)
100 (100-100)

33.3
97.6 (96-100)
97.3 (92-100)

33.3
98.5 (98-99)
97.5 (96-99)

33.3
98.5 (98-99)
98.5 (97-100)

Participants
Teacher 1
%
Praise
Reprimands
Teacher 2

Baseline

Note: SM= self-monitoring and performance feedback; SM & Equity PF= self-monitoring and equity focused
performance feedback.
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Interobserver agreement was assessed for 35.4% of all sessions across all phases, ranging
from 25% to 50% of sessions across all teacher participants. The observers independently and
simultaneously collected data on target teacher behaviors, and interval-by-interval comparisons
were used to calculate IOA for both teacher praise and reprimands. Interobserver agreement was
calculated by dividing the number of intervals with agreement, by the total number of intervals
and multiplying by 100%, resulting in percent agreement between the two observers. IOA for
Teacher 1 averaged 96.3% for praise and 96.8% for reprimands. For Teacher 2, IOA averaged
99.3% for praise and 99.0% for reprimands. IOA for Teacher 3 averaged 98.6% for praise and
98.8% for reprimands. For Teacher 4, IOA averaged 97.7% for praise and 98.1% for reprimands.
Table 1 depicts the percentage of sessions in which IOA was assessed, IOA mean levels, and
ranges of IOA across phases for each participant.
Experimental Design and Procedures
Experimental design. The outcomes of the study were evaluated using a concurrent
multiple-baseline across classrooms design with an ABC sequence consisting of three phases: (a)
baseline, (b) self-monitoring and typical performance feedback, and (c) self-monitoring and
equity focused performance feedback. Phase changes were made once a stable rate of teacher
behavior and implementation fidelity was observed.
Teacher screening process. Prior to collecting baseline data, the researcher conducted a
brief, 20-min interview (Appendix F) with the teachers to discuss their background information,
identify target academic time periods where frequent student disengagement or disruptive
behaviors occurred, and discuss student demographic information. Upon completion of the
interview process, one 30-min classroom observation was conducted to determine whether
teachers rate of behavior-specific praise met inclusion criteria for participation in the study.
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Baseline. Baseline sessions were conducted during target academic time periods in which
the researcher observed the participating teachers deliver academic demands to their classroom
students, frequent occurrence of student disengagement and teacher reprimand, and low rates of
behavior specific praise. Target academic periods were conducted as usual during a time in
which ongoing classroom management strategies were used (e.g., color chart, transition warning,
redirections, token systems, group contingencies). Baseline data on participants’ behaviors were
collected 2-5 days per week, for a period of 2-4 weeks.
Teacher training. Behavioral skills training (BST) procedures were used to train
teachers on appropriate deliverance of behavior-specific praise and use of the self-monitoring
system. The researcher provided individual training to teachers at their convenience, during a
time when no students were present. The training took approximately 30 min and consisted of
four components: instructions, modeling, rehearsal, and feedback. First, teachers were provided
with a brief overview of self-monitoring and instructions on how to effectively deliver behavior
specific praise contingent on student on-task behavior and how to use the self-monitoring clicker
to record their frequency of praise delivery. At that time, teachers were provided with a list of
behavior-specific praise examples (e.g., saying “Great job raising your hand!”) and nonexamples (saying “very good”) and asked to write down a list of 5 examples to discuss. Next,
teachers were asked to play the role of the student during which the researcher modeled
delivering behavior-specific praise contingent on student engagement and proper use of the selfmonitoring clicker. After the teachers expressed confidence in the intervention procedures, they
engage in role play to determine fidelity. The researcher played the role of the student and
provided specific praise and corrective feedback to teachers in reference to their performance of
the skills at the conclusion of a 5-min role play scenario. Teachers were required to demonstrate
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all steps of the intervention with 100% accuracy and deliver a minimum of one behavior-specific
praise statement per min during the role play before training was considered complete.
Phase 1: Teacher self-monitoring with typical performance feedback. Phase 1 of
intervention focused on facilitating teachers to increase their use of behavior-specific praise by
using the self-monitoring procedures, and receiving daily, hand-written performance feedback
notes. It was hypothesized that increases in behavior-specific praise would lead to subsequent
decreases in reprimands. Teachers were expected to have the self-monitoring clicker ready, and
independently record each instance of delivery of behavior-specific praise. At the conclusion of
the session, the researcher provided the teacher with a hand-written note which included positive
feedback for steps implemented correctly and corrective feedback regarding areas for
improvement. Teachers were encouraged to increase their frequency of behavior-specific praise
during each successive session. Each note included the researcher’s contact information and a
statement indicating that the researcher would be available to answer any questions or concerns
via phone call, e-mail, or text message. Delivering performance feedback in written form helped
optimize use of teacher time during in person performance feedback sessions. In this phase, data
were collected during a minimum of two sessions per week for up to three weeks.
Phase 2: Teacher self-monitoring with equity-focused performance feedback. When
a stable level in teacher data was observed over three consecutive sessions and the selfmonitoring with typical performance feedback did not result in equitable improvement of teacher
behavior, equity-focused performance feedback was introduced. Phase 2 of intervention focused
on facilitating teachers to equate their use of behavior-specific praise across all students. At the
beginning of this phase, the researcher met with the individual teachers for approximately 20 min
to review a history of their performance in using the self-monitoring strategy and delivering
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behavior-specific praise, and to obtain an agreement on moving to the next phase. During this
phase, the teachers used the same clicker as was used in the previous phase for monitoring and
recording their behavior-specific praise delivery. However, in addition to using self-monitoring
to facilitate increases in behavior-specific praise delivery, the teachers were encouraged to
become self-aware of equitable classroom practices, by delivering a minimum of 1 behaviorspecific praise statement to each of their students per session. Over the course of this phase, the
researcher continued to provide teacher participants with hand-written performance feedback
notes. Feedback delivered in this phase included all of the information provided in Phase 1; in
addition, feedback in phase 2 also included a list of the three students in the class who received
the least amount of praise and the most amount of corrective feedback, as well as a list of the
three students who received the highest amount of behavior-specific praise and the least amount
of corrective feedback during the observation session. The feedback note also indicated when
teachers provided every student in their class with at least one behavior-specific praise statement,
and when they did not deliver any corrective feedback to students during the 45 min session.
Fading. When stable patterns of teacher behaviors were established over 3 consecutive
sessions, a fading phase was introduced to evaluate maintenance of changes in teacher behaviors
without performance feedback. Due to time constraints, only two probe data were collected with
Teachers 1 and 2 during this phase over a 1- or 2-week time period.
Debriefing. Upon completion of data collection, the researcher met individually with
teacher participants to conduct the debriefing process. During the debriefing process
(approximately 10 min), the researcher told the teacher participants the true purpose of the study,
provided with an explanation for why deception was used, and provided an opportunity to ask
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questions. At this time, the teacher participants were given the debriefing statement document
and had the opportunity to refuse the use of their data for research purposes.
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CHAPTER THREE:
RESULTS
Behavior-Specific Praise
Figure 1 displays the overall frequency of teacher behavior-specific praise delivery and
reprimands across baseline and both intervention phases. As shown in Figure 1, an immediate
change in frequency of behavior-specific praise delivery was observed for three out of four
teachers upon implementation of the self-monitoring and performance feedback procedures in
phase 1. An increased and stable level of behavior-specific praise was observed after the second
session in phase 1 for Teacher 2.
Figure 2 and Table 2 present data on class average behavior-specific praise statements
per student disaggregated by demographic group, in which rate of praise per student of each
demographic group was compared to the overall rate per student in the classroom. As shown in
the figure, a moderate to large change in level of praise rate per student was observed across
teachers. However, varying levels of disparities of praise were observed among the demographic
groups. During baseline, although the teachers provided low rates of behavior-specific praise,
depending on the teacher, White and Other (Teacher 1), Black and White (Teacher 2), White and
Black (Teacher 3), or Latinx and White (Teacher 4) group students received higher rates of
praise than other groups of students. During phase 1, White students consistently received higher
rates of praise than all other demographic groups, across all four teachers.
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Figure 1. Overall frequency of behavior-specific praise and reprimands delivered by
teachers across all conditions in each classroom.
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Figure 2. Average and demographically disaggregated rate of behavior-specific praise
per student delivered by teachers across all conditions in each classroom.
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Table 2. Mean and Range of Behavior-Specific Praise Rate per Student across Teachers and
Phases
Participants
Teacher 1
White
Black
Latinx
Other
Overall
Teacher 2

M (Range)
Phase 1

Baseline

Phase 2

0.27 (0.11-0.33)
0.19 (0-0.25)
0.23 (0-0.40)
0.25 (0-1.00)
0.22 (0.05-0.35)

2.52 (1.78-3.28)
1.35 (1.0-1.75)
1.91 (0.75-3.30)
1.90 (1.00-3.00)
2.06 (1.52-2.73)

2.04 (1.56-2.63)
2.56 (2.25-3.50)
2.40 (1.50-3.50)
2.42 (1.50-3.50)
2.23 (1.80-2.60)

White
Black
Latinx
Other
Overall
Teacher 3

0.22 (0-0.46)
0.27 (0-0.33)
0.13 (0-0.50)
0.17 (0-1.00)
0.20 (0-0.36)

1.13 (0-1.85)
0.90 (0-2.25)
0.85 (0-1.75)
0.40 (0-2.00)
0.90 (0-1.85)

1.08 (0.7-1.64)
1.26 (0.75-1.64)
1.64 (1.00-2.33)
1.64 (1.00-3.00)
1.25 (0.70-1.64)

White
Black
Latinx
Overall
Teacher 4
White
Black
Latinx
Other
Overall

0.37 (0-0.56)
0.35 (0-0.71)
0.34 (0.20-0.40)
0.36 (0.17-0.48)

2.64 (1.80-3.10)
1.21 (0.57-1.75)
1.66 (0.80-2.67)
1.92 (1.35-2.47)

2.43 (2.00-3.10)
2.41 (1.13-3.25)
2.40 (1.60-2.75)
2.41 (1.59-3.00)

0.20 (0-0.36)
0.16 (0-0.75)
0.41 (0.44-0.69)
0.19 (0-0.50)
0.23 (0.11-0.35)

1.61 (0.73-2.36)
0.75 (0.25-1.25)
1.24 (0.75-1.67)
0.92 (0.50-1.50)
1.31 (0.73-2.36)

1.52 (1.18-2.10)
2.08 (1.50-3.00)
1.75 (1.50-3.00)
1.17 (0-2.00)
1.63 (1.29-2.14)
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Figure 3. Logarithmic proportion to class mean rate of praise per student and
demographically disaggregated delivered by teachers across all conditions in each phase.
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In phase 2, when equity-focused performance feedback was introduced, teacher behaviorspecific praise further increased for all four participants as shown in Figure 1. However,
disparities in praise delivery decreased for three out of four teachers as depicted in the
overlapping disaggregated data paths as shown in Figure 2. Furthermore, reductions in disparities
continued during the fading phase for Teacher 1 and Teacher 2. In addition, a reduction in
disparities was observed for the final three sessions of phase 2 for Teacher 4.
Proportion to class mean rate of praise per student. Given that the praise rate per
student data can be misleading due to daily fluctuations in class attendance and teacher
temperament, disaggregated student data were further examined by calculating log proportion,
which provides a direct measure of resistance to change (Nevin & Grace, 2000), and analyzing
how each demographic group deviated from the class mean rate of praise per student across
teachers. The amount of dispersion in the praise rate per student data was examined visually to
analyze how far away each demographic group fell from the class mean praise rate per student in
each phase. As shown in Figure 3, in baseline, a relatively large variation in praise delivery was
observed among demographic groups across teachers showing that, compared to the class mean,
students from certain demographic groups consistently received higher rates of praise than the
overall class mean rate per student. During the first intervention phase the same pattern was
observed, although the pattern was reversed in certain groups. However, in the second phase of
intervention, the variance among groups decreased, showing the rates of praise delivery per
student in each group were close to the class mean rate. Across teachers, for White students, the
variance was between -0.28-0.32, Black students, -0.41-0.44, Latinx students -0.3-0.72, and
Other students 0-0.67 in baseline. Variance in phase 1 was between -0.14-0.19 for White
students, -0.43-0.12 for Black students, -0.28-0.26 for Latinx students, and -0.54-0.32 for Other
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students. In phase 2, variance was between -0.13-0.10 for White students, -0.15-0.19 for Black
students, -0.23-0.33 for Latinx students, and -0.39-0.33 for Other students.
Reprimands
Overall frequency of teacher reprimands is depicted in Figure 1. As shown in Figure 1,
all four teachers displayed high levels of reprimands during baseline with an increasing trend
reprimands was observed upon introduction of the first intervention across all teachers. When
phase 2 was implanted, reprimands continued to slightly decease in level for all four teachers. A
dramatic and immediate decrease in frequency of reprimands was observed upon introduction of
the first intervention across all teachers. When phase 2 was implanted, reprimands continued to
slightly decease in level for all four teachers.
Figure 4 displays significant disparities in reprimanding between the demographic
groups. The data paths indicate that the rates of reprimands were consistently higher for Black
and Latinx demographic groups across all four teachers when compared to White and Other
groups. When phase 1 intervention procedures were introduced, an immediate and drastic
decrease in level of reprimands is shown for all four participants. However, clear level
differences persisted between demographic groups, with Black students receiving higher
frequencies of reprimands when compared to the White and Other students across all four
participants. Additionally, Latinx students received higher rates of reprimands for two out of four
participants. Table 3 presents the means and ranges of rate per student reprimands disaggregated
by demographic category for each teacher in each phase.
Upon implementation of equity-focused performance feedback in phase 2, teacher
reprimands continued to decrease for all four participants. As shown in Figure 4 and Table 2, a
significant reduction in disparities were observed among demographic groups for Teacher 1,
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Teacher 2 and Teacher 3. Reductions in disparities for Teacher 4 were observed during the final
four sessions of intervention. Equitable teacher behavior persisted in the absence of performance
feedback for Teacher 1 and Teacher 2 during fading.
Proportion to class mean rate of reprimands per student. Figure 5 displays the
logarithmic proportions of rates of reprimand delivered to each demographic student group.
These data show that compared to the class mean, Black and Latinx demographic groups of
students received higher rates of reprimands than the overall class mean rate per student in
baseline, consistently across all four teachers. Disparities in reprimands persisted during phase 1
of intervention, and Black students continued to be reprimanded at a higher rate than of Upon
implementation of the second phase of intervention, disparities among groups were reduced, with
the rate of reprimands per student in each group being close to the class mean rate. Across
teachers, for White students, the variance was between -0.44-0.11, Black students, 0.06-0.43,
Latinx students -0.30-0.27, and Other students -0.80-0 in baseline. Variance in phase 1 was
between -0.05-0.22 for White students, -0.20-0.63 for Black students, -0.70-0.33 for Latinx
students, and -0.60-0.18 for Other students. In phase 2, variance was between -0.50-0.20 for
White students, -0.30-0.27 for Black students, -0.40-0.50 for Latinx students, and -0.50-0.38 for
Other students.
Daily Behavior Rating Scale
Table 4 presents the average percentage of teacher perceptions on levels of academic
engagement, respect, and disruptive behaviors at the classroom level across phases. All four
teachers perceived an increase in classwide academic engagement in baseline (M = 60.4, range =
40-90) to phase 2 of intervention (M = 87.9, range = 60-100), and respectful behaviors (M =
59.0, range = 10-100) to (M = 89.1, range = 50-100). However, Teacher 2 reported a slight
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decrease in classwide academic engagement from baseline (M = 65.8, range = 50-80) to phase 1
(M = 62, range = 40-80). In addition, perceived levels of classwide disruptive behaviors
decreased for all four teacher participants from baseline (M = 54.5, range = 10-90) to phase 2 of
intervention (M = 30.3, range = 0-80).
Social Validity
Social validity scores indicated that overall, teacher participants conveyed high levels of
acceptability of the intervention procedures and outcomes. On average, ratings on the 10-item, 6point Likert-type scale ranged from 3 to 6, with an average score of 5.5 at the conclusion of the
baseline phase, an average of 5.6 at the conclusion of phase 1 of intervention, and an average of
5.8 at the conclusion of phase 2 of intervention. Prior to implementing phase 1 of intervention,
teacher participants indicated an average score of 4 when asked if they provide their students
with a sufficient amount of praise in the classroom. Scores for this item increased to an average
of 4.3 at the conclusion of phase 1 of intervention, and further increased to an average of 5.8 at
the end of phase 2 of intervention. In addition, anecdotal reports indicated that the training and
intervention procedures enhanced self-awareness regarding equitable classroom practices and
improved their overall quality of teaching.
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Figure 4. Average and demographically disaggregated rate of reprimands per student
delivered by teachers across all conditions in each classroom.
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Table 3. Mean and Range of Reprimands Rate per Student across Teachers and Phases
Participants
Teacher 1
White
Black
Latinx
Other
Overall
Teacher 2

M (Range)
Phase 1

Baseline

Phase 2

1.01 (0.44-1.40)
3.06 (1.50-4.50)
1.86 (1.25-2.25)
0.75 (0-1.00)
1.60 (1.21-2.20)

0.63 (0.6-1.28)
1.50 (1.00-2.75)
1.06 (0.33-2.00)
0.40 (0-1.00)
0.90 (0.67-1.19)

0.64 (0.2-1.11)
0.87 (0-1.70)
0.58 (0-1.00)
0.42 (0-1.50)
0.64 (0.10-1.12)

White
Black
Latinx
Other
Overall
Teacher 3

1.37 (0.92-1.77)
4.76 (3.25-6.33)
2.58 (2.00-3.25)
0.33 (0-2.00)
1.99 (1.20-2.45)

0.8 (0.32-2.1)
2.48 (1.00-4.00)
0.80 (0.25-2.00)
0.20 (0-1.00)
1.08 (0.77-1.65)

0.61 (0.09-1.00)
0.68 (0-1.50)
0.74 (0-1.25)
0.00 (0-1.00)
0.61 (0.70-1.64)

White
Black
Latinx
Overall
Teacher 4
White
Black
Latinx
Other
Overall

1.73 (1.13-2.22)
3.77 (2.50-5.29)
2.89 (1.40-4.00)
2.63 (2.09-3.13)

0.9 (0-2.22)
1.28 (0.88-1.75)
0.50 (0.20-1.00)
0.90 (0.60-1.33)

0.46 (0.33-0.78)
0.40(0.14-0.50)
0.23 (0-0.40)
0.38 (0.23-0.55)

2.65 (1.81-3.4)
6.50 (5.00-9.25)
6.02 (4.33-8.25)
1.72 (0.5-3.00)
3.97 (3.1-5.15)

1.06 (0.55-1.55)
3.38 (3.00-4.00)
2.83 (1.00-4.50)
1.58 (0.5-2.50)
1.81 (1.32-2.38)

1.12 (0.7-1.55)
1.71 (1-2.75)
1.63 (1-3.50)
1.17 (0.5-2.00)
1.34 (1.05-1.65)
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Figure 5. Logarithmic proportion to class mean rate of reprimands per student and
demographically disaggregated delivered by teachers across all conditions in each phase.
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Table 4. Daily Behavior Rating Scale

Participants
Teacher 1
Engaged
Respectful
Disruptive
Teacher 2

M (Range)
Phase 1 %

Baseline %

Phase 2 %

47.5 (40-50)
41.3 (30-50)
87.5 (85-90)

72 (60-80)
73 (60-90)
63 (55-80)

87.5 (70-90)
87.5 (80-90)
48.8 (30-70)

Engaged
Respectful
Disruptive
Teacher 3

65.8 (50-80)
44.2 (30-70)
70 (50-80)

62 (40-80)
44 (40-60)
70 (40-90)

76.3 (60-90)
76.3 (50-90)
57.5 (40-80)

Engaged
Respectful
Disruptive
Teacher 4
Engaged
Respectful
Disruptive
Overall

55.6 (40-80)
65 (10-100)
39.8 (10-90)

72.1 (60-80)
92.9 (80-100)
13.6 (5-20)

92.9 (80-100)
94.3 (90-100)
4.3 (0-10)

72.52 (60-90)
85.6 (70-90)
21.3 (10-70)

85.6 (80-90)
90 (80-100)
10.8 (5-20)

95 (90-100)
98.3 (90-100)
10.8 (5-30)

Engaged
Respectful
Disruptive

60.4 (40-90)
59 (10-100)
54.5 (10-90)

74 (40-90)
74.9 (40-100)
39.4 (5-90)

87.9 (60-100)
89.1 (50-100)
30.3 (0-80)
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CHAPTER 4
DISCUSSION
This study evaluated the impact of self-monitoring and written performance feedback
procedures on teacher delivery of behavior-specific praise and reprimands and their perception of
student behavior in four elementary classrooms. Equity-focused self-monitoring and written
performance feedback were used to facilitate teachers to improve classroom practices by
establishing proportionate praise and discipline practices across racially diverse students.
Major Findings and Implications
The results indicated that although typical teacher self-monitoring and written
performance feedback were effective in increasing behavior-specific praise and decreasing
reprimands across all teachers, disparities in the target outcomes were observed. During phase 1
of intervention, students from Black and Latinx backgrounds consistently received lower rates of
behavior-specific praise and higher rates of reprimands when compared to students from White
or Other backgrounds. Upon implementation of equity-focused performance feedback in phase 2,
reductions in disparities were observed across all participants. These data provide an impetus for
further investigations into examining the role of implicit bias in PCBS, and the impact of equityfocused teacher training and coaching (Bal, 2015; Ball, 2018).
As several groups of researchers suggested (e.g., Briere et al., 2015; Thompson et al.,
2012), the results of the study indicate that self-monitoring combined with performance feedback
is an effective way to increase positive interactions between teachers and students in classroom
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settings. However, the results suggest that typical self-monitoring and performance procedures
alone may not be an effective way to promote positive interactions between teachers and all
demographic groups of students equitably. Adding the additional equity focused self-monitoring
and implementation support through written feedback on the teachers’ use of equitable praise
and reprimands delivery was necessary for establishing proportionate classroom practices across
racially diverse students The results also indicate that, as consistent with previous literature
(Martin, Mrachko, & Kostewicz, 2017; Perle, 2016), all teachers perceived increased academic
engagement and respectful behaviors and decreased disruptive behaviors in their students when
their positive classroom practices were promoted.
Conversations about equity and implicit bias can be difficult for both the coach and the
teacher, and it was critical to establish and maintain rapport with teachers from the very
beginning, as indicated in the literature (Bradshaw et al., 2018). Initially, the research team
planned to use typical performance feedback in the form of daily 5-min meetings at the
conclusion of each 45-min intervention session. However, during the teacher interview process,
teachers stated their concerns that meetings at the end of each session would disrupt classroom
time. In order to incorporate teacher suggestions and establish rapport, the research team opted to
provide daily performance feedback in the form of hand-written notes that were left on the
teachers’ desk at the end of each intervention session. As suggested in the literature, the results
indicate that incorporating teacher suggestions into intervention procedures and designing
interventions with high levels of contextual fit is imperative in helping teachers implement
intervention with fidelity and improve social validity of intervention (Briere et al., 2015). As
indicated in the social validity assessment data, all four participating teachers in this study
reported high levels of acceptability of the intervention procedures and student outcomes.
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Additionally, teacher participants anecdotally reported that participation in the research
study improved their quality of teaching and helped them become self-aware of which students
were consistently receiving praise and reinforcement throughout the day, and which students
were receiving more negative and corrective feedback. Teacher 3 reported that she became
mindful of certain students who exhibited stellar classroom behavior but did not receive praise
and reinforcement due to limited time and the need to focus attention on correcting disruptive
behavior in other students. By using those students as models for appropriate behavior and
providing them with pivot praise, she was amazed to see that other students in her class began
working hard to obtain praise.
Teacher 1 explained that prior to participating in this study, her interactions with students
were centered primarily on correcting disruptive behavior. Initially, she believed that using
behavior-specific praise would be effortful and may hinder her ability to manage disruptive
behaviors in the classroom. However, learning to use tactics such as “catching the students being
good” (Conroy, Sutherland, Snyder, Al-Hendawi, & Vo, 2009) and pivot praise, helped her to
switch from corrective and negative interactions with students to being more positive.
Additionally, Teacher 1 reported that the equity-focused performance feedback helped her to
become more aware of how important it is to reach all students in a positive way. Findings from
the DBR in relation to teacher perception on student behaviors are consistent with the literature
indicating that increasing positive student/teacher interactions promote behavioral and academic
success (Pisacreta et al., 2011).
Limitations and Future Directions
Although the results of this study are encouraging, there are several notable limitations.
First, there was no direct measure of the intervention procedures on student behavior. Thus, the
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researcher team was unable to draw conclusions regarding the impact of equitable behaviorspecific praise delivery on student academic performance or social and problem behaviors. The
primary focus of the research was to facilitate teachers in implementing a PCBS strategy,
behavior-specific praise, with an already established evidence-base for enhancing student
outcomes (Martin, Mrachko, & Kostewicz, 2017). However, there remains a limited
understanding of the impact of equitable behavior-specific praise delivery on student
achievement and behavioral success. Future research should examine whether there is a
functional relation between reductions of disparities in classroom practices (praise and reprimand
delivery) and student behavior.
The effectiveness of behavior-specific praise may vary as a reinforcer across cultures.
Although self-monitoring and equity-focused performance feedback procedures were effective
for equating teachers’ use of behavior-specific praise across racially diverse students, questions
remain with regard to the varied effectiveness of behavior-specific praise for increasing
appropriate classroom behavior in students from diverse backgrounds. Future research should
examine the impact of teacher implemented reinforcement strategies, such as behavior-specific
praise, on disaggregated student outcomes.
In conclusion, despite the growing body of literature examining disproportionality in
American public schools and its impact on academic achievement (Bal, 2018; Ladson-Billings,
2006), few studies have examined proactive strategies for improving teacher self-awareness with
regard to equitable classroom practices. Regardless of the limitations, this study demonstrated
that teacher equity-focused self-monitoring and performance feedback may be an effective way
to mitigate disproportional classroom practices caused by implicit bias. The results of this study
suggest that PCBS interventions may be implemented disproportionately across students in
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racially diverse classrooms, and intervention outcomes may be improved by incorporating
measures of equity in teacher training and coaching.
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Appendix A: Data Sheet
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Appendix B: Treatment Fidelity Checklist
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Appendix C: Performance Feedback Fidelity Checklists

Step

Intervention A

1. Provides teacher with positive feedback

Yes/No

2. Provides feedback regarding areas for improvement with the teacher

Yes/No

3. Answers any questions teacher may have regarding study procedures

Yes/No

Total Yes:

/3

Percentage:

Step

Intervention B

1. Provides teacher with positive feedback

Yes/No

2. Provides feedback regarding areas for improvement with the teacher

Yes/No

3. Provides feedback on equitable classroom practices

Yes/No

4. Answers any questions teacher may have regarding study procedures

Yes/No

Total Yes:

/4

Percentage:
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Appendix D: Teacher Interview Questionnaire
1) How many years have you been teaching?
2) Are there any specific academic periods that your class has particular difficulty focusing?
If so, how many students would you say are off-task during that time?
3) How often would you say you praise your students?
4) How do you manage behavior of the students in your classroom?
5) How do you reward your students for good behavior? (e.g., verbal praise statements,
token economy, positive written notes to parents) Please explain in detail and provide
examples.
6) How do you handle your students’ inappropriate behavior? (e.g., corrective verbal
feedback, office discipline referrals, response cost) Please explain in detail and provide
examples.
7) What types of off-task behaviors do your students engage in?
8) Are there any behavior management strategies currently in place in your classroom (e.g.,
sticker chart, color chart, etc.)?
9) What kinds of on-task behavior among students would you like to see more of in your
classroom? What would you like to see less of?
10) What is the demographic makeup of your classroom? (i.e., 10 white students, 3 Latino
students, 1 Asian student, and 4 black students)
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